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Continuation of 5. does NO T place the application in condition for allowance because: 
Applicant has not presented any additional data or showing to overcome the rejection of record. 
With respect to the rejection based upon oxenboll (US" 280) in view of Van Pee (WO" 909), 
Applicant argues that Oxenboll" s disclosure of an oxidoreductase enzyme is explicitly intended 
for incorporation into bread-improving compositions for baking application only and therefore, 
there exists neither an expectation of success nor a motivation for a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to incorporate a bread-impro\ ing additive into a bleaching composition, fhe applicant 
also argues that Oxenboll in view of Van Pee fails to teach or suggest an oxidoreductase- 
containing cleaning composition comprising a pH of from 7.5 to 12.7. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the above arguments because Oxenboll as a 
primary reference teaches glucose oxidase enzyme as usefull for various purposes e.g., for 
bleaching purposes and in the baking industry (see col. 1, lines 45-51). Oxenboll also teaches the 
equavalence of oxidoreductase (peroxidase) and glucose oxidase as additional enzymes that used 
in hard wheat flour (see col. 26, lines 5-8). Oxenboll further, teaches a detergent composition 
comprising glucose oxidase enzyme as a hydrogen peroxide source (see col. 26, lines 57-60). 
fherefore. a person of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to modify the primary 
reference by substituting glucose oxidase with oxidoreductase enzyme in the bleaching 
composition since such enzyme is equavalent to glucose oxidase and hence the combination of 
the references is proper. Also, the combination is proper since both references teach and disclose 
detergent compositions comprising enzymes. Further, Oxenboll teaches a detergent composition 
having a pH in the range of 7-11 which within the claimed range (see col. 28, line 43) and Van 
Pee teaches a detergent composition having a pH in the range 3.5 to 6.8 at a given temperature 
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from 1 5 to 80"C (see abstract and page 9, line 16). Therefore. Van Pee discloses a pH values that 
related to and depend on specific range of temperature and might be changed due to the changes 
in the temperature and, thus, a person of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to adjust the 
pH of the composition based on the temperature of the detergent composition in order to increase 
the reactivity of the enzyme to get the maximum results. 

With respect to the rejection based upon Van Pee (WO" 909) in view of Figueroa (US' 
1 $3\ Applicant argues that the pH of the claimed composition is unequivocal evidence that the 
enzymes disclosed in the claimed invention are different from those disclosed by Van Pee and 
thus exhibit their optimal activity in a higher pH environment. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the above arguments for the same reasons 
mentioned above, 'fhe examiner further, advises the applicant to provide a data to show that the 
enzymes disclosed in the claimed invention are different from those disclosed by the references. 
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